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VFR TRAVELERS: HOW LONG ARE THEY STAYING? 
ELISA BACKER 
School of Business, University of Ballarat, Ballarat, Victoria, Australia 
The Visiting Friends and Relatives (VFR) segment of travelers is a substantial segment of tourism 
in many destinations around the world. However, relative to its size, research has been lacking, 
commencing only around 20 years ago, and gaining momentum only this century. Research into 
VFR traveler profiles and characteristics has been limited, and some of what has been found 
conflicts with other findings. One such conflict relates to travelers ' length of stay. While some 
research indicates that VFR travel is associated with long length of stay, other research indicates 
that it is associated with short-break tourism. The purpose of this research was to examine the 
length of stay for VFR travelers compared with non-VFR travelers at three contrasting destinations 
in Australia. Although the average length of stay varied among destinations, there was no signifi-
cant difference between VFR and non-VFR travelers at each destination. That is, in this study 
VFR travel was not found to be associated with either short or long stay at the three destinations 
considered. However, length of stay was longer the more popular the destination was with tourists. 
As such, it is concluded that VFR travelers stay at more attractive destinations longer than at less 
attractive destinations, but not at any significantly different level to non-VFRs. 
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Introduction 
Visiting Friends and Relatives (VFR) travel can 
be described as travel involving visits to friends 
and/or relatives. Due to the size (by volume) of 
VFR travel in many regions, it is often recognized 
as a major tourism segment. However, despite 
this, it is "one of the most neglected areas of 
study" (Page & Connell, 2009, p. 94). In compari-
son to its size, there has been little research into 
VFR travelers, their motivations, behaviors, and 
characteristics, and the factors that influence their 
choices. This has led to their lack of recognition 
in destination marketing organization (DMO) mar-
keting plans and an assumption that they contrib-
ute little to local economies and tourism indus-
tries. 
Numerous research gaps are evident in the ex-
tant literature. This research aims to examine one 
of these areas, focusing on the length of stay of 
VFR travelers relative to non-VFR travelers in 
three contrasting tourist regions. Length of stay is 
a critical component of tourism examination, lead-
ing to obvious benefits to local economies due to 
additional funds accrued to tourism industries. 
This aspect has been particularly confusing in the 
Address correspondence to Dr. Elisa Backer, Senior Lecturer in Tourism, School of Business, University of Ballarat, Mt Helen 
Campus, University Drive, Mount Helen, PO Box 663, BaJiarat, Victoria, 3353 Australia. E-mail: e.backer@ballarat.edu.au 
61 
62 BACKER 
literature, with mixed findings apparent. There-
fore, it is still unknown whether VFR travelers 
stay for longer or shorter time than other travelers. 
Through considering the relative difference be-
tween VFRs and non-VFRs at three different des-
tinations in one country, Australia, it is intended 
that more can be revealed about this large and im-
portant form of travel. 
Literature Review 
Considering the size of VFR travel, relatively 
little research has been undertaken in the field. Ac-
ademic research in the field is somewhat new, 
with the first major study being only two decades 
ago (Jackson, 1990). Jackson's article struck a 
chord with a number of researchers, creating curi-
osity concerning VFR through the rnid-1990s. 
However, VFR travel failed to maintain the mo-
mentum in interest, with relatively little literature 
resulting until more recently. 
VFR travel has been highlighted through previ-
ous research as being historically ignored and un-
derestimated (Braunlich & Nadkami, 1995; Hay, 
1996, 2008; Jackson, 1990, 2003; King, 1996; 
McKercher, 1994, 1995; Morrison, Hseih, & 
O'Leary, 1995; Seaton, 1994; Seaton & Palmer, 
1997; Seaton & Tagg, 1995; Yaman, 1996). The 
reason VFR travel has failed to attract the level of 
research it may deserve is an interesting point. 
While VFR travel is one of the largest and most 
significant forms of travel, and is also recognized 
as being a sizable form of travel worldwide, "VFR 
travel remains well-known but not known well" 
(Backer, 2009, p. 2). It is often overlooked in 
terms of marketing campaigns, and many re-
searchers consider that the area has been forgotten 
and largely ignored (Hu & Morrison, 2002; Pen-
nington-Gray, 2003, Young, Corsun, & Baloglu, 
2007). 
There have been various reasons put forward as 
to why VFR travel tends to be neglected despite 
its size. Jackson (1990, 2003) suggests it is largely 
a classification problem. Despite tourism market-
ing organizations failing to champion it or under-
take dedicated marketing strategies to capture 
these travelers, Lee, Morrison, Lheto, Webb, and 
Reid (2005) feel that these organizations cannot 
afford to marginalize VFR travel because it is 
"buoyant" (p. 35). Paci (1994) blames the "poorly 
documented" (p. 36) data for the neglect in this 
field, which Hay (2008) also recognizes, stating 
that VFR started life as a "residual classification" 
that did not belong in the main categories of tour-
ism (p. 1). As such, it has always been seen as an 
ancillary form of tourism. Seaton and Palmer 
(1997) considered three perception problems caus-
ing the neglect of VFR travel. These three percep-
tions are: it has a low economic impact, it cannot 
be influenced by tourism planners, and it cannot 
be influenced by marketing. Backer (20 1 Oa) took 
extended this idea, providing eight reasons to ex-
plain this neglect, each of which will be discussed 
in this article. They are: 
1. Definitional difficulties 
2. Discrepancy with existing data 
3. Difficulties with measurement 
4. Lack of lobbying 
5. Perceived minor economic impact 
6. Poor representation in tourism textbooks 
7. Perception that VFR travelers are difficult to 
influence 
8. Perception that VFR is not "sexy" 
The first point is particularly interesting. With 
few attempts to provide a comprehensive defini-
tion for VFR travel, it suggests a lack of thinking 
that underpins the field. In a number of cases (e.g., 
Lee et al., 2005; Hu & Morrison, 2002), no defini-
tion is provided but the authors state that da 
were collected by purpose of visit, which reveals 
an assumed definition for VFR travel in this man-
ner. While it is reasonable to assume that readers 
will have an overall understanding of what VFR 
stands for, it does overlook the data collection 
problem that VFR is commonly categorized by 
purpose of visit, but it can also be categorized by 
accommodation type (Seaton & Palmer, 1997). 
Different percentages will be obtained depending 
on which classification is used, and neither should 
be considered a comprehensive definition (Backer, 
in press). 
However, VFR travel has also been classified 
in terms of accommodation. King (1994) stated 
that VFR travel categorizes visitors by the type of 
accommodation they used. Boyne, Carswell, and 
Hall (2002) proposed that "a VFR tourism trip is 
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a trip to stay temporarily with a friend or relative 
away from the guest's normal place of residence, 
that is, in another settlement or, for travel within 
a continuous settlement, over 15 km one-way from 
the guests ' home" (p. 246). They admitted that this 
definition "largely avoids rather than confronts 
some of the key conceptual issues" (pp. 246-247). 
Similarly, Kotler, Bowen, and Makens (2006) 
state that "VFR, as the name suggests, are people 
that stay in the homes of friends and relatives" 
(p. 748). These suggestions reinforce the implied 
notion that VFR travelers do not stay in commer-
cial accommodation. In fact, according to Navarro 
and Turco (1994), the perception that VFR travel-
ers make little use of commercial accommodation 
l'tnd do not tend to frequent restaurants, cafes, 
r ubs, and clubs is why VFR travel has not been 
clearly defined. 
A definition was put forward by Backer (2007) 
that "VFR travel is a form of travel involving a 
visit whereby either (or both) the purpose of the 
trip or the type of accommodation involves visit-
ing friends and/or relatives" (p. 369). This has 
since been used as the basis for a definitional 
model (Fig. 1) to visually highlight that there are 
in fact three distinct VFR types, and by measuring 
VFR by purpose of visit or accommodation type, 
only two of the three groups will ever be mea-
sured. 
Accommodation: ; ACcommodation: 
Friends & ramily ; Commercial 
Purpose 
~ ~ of Visit: VFR 
PVFRs CVFRs 
Purpose l ~ EVFRs of Visit: I X Non-VFR i I I I i non-VFRs 
Figure 1. VFR definitional model. PVFRs, pure VFRs 
(people who are staying with friends or relatives and also 
state a VFR purpose of visit); EVFRs, exploiting VFRs 
(people who are staying with friends or relatives but did 
not travel for the purpose of visiting them); CVFRs, com-
mercial VFRs (people who traveled to a destination for the 
purposes of visiting a friend or relative but stay in commer-
cial accommodation). Source: Backer (2010b, p. 45). 
VFR travelers who stay with friends and rela-
tives and also state a primary purpose of visit as 
being VFR are considered in the above model to 
be "pure" VFRs (PVFRs). This is represented in 
the top left-hand quadrant in the matrix. Below 
that are EVFRs, who stay with their friends and 
relatives but this is not their purpose of visit. They 
are, in a sense, exploiting their friends and rela-
tives. In the top right quadrant, CVFRs who have 
come to the destination specifically or primarily to 
visit their friends and relatives but elect to stay in 
commercial accommodation are represented. 
With definitional considerations only now ap-
pearing in the literature, it is not surprising that 
this has been considered one of the causes for ne-
glect in the area of VFR travel. This also helps to 
improve an understanding of why the discrepancy 
with existing data exists, which is the second rea-
son for neglect of the VFR segment. The size of 
VFR in terms of purpose of visit is not the same 
as the size of VFR by accommodation. By refer-
ring to VFR by purpose of visit data, which can 
be substantially different to the proportion of 
VFRs by accommodation data, an underestimation 
of VFR size results. 
VFR travel can be a difficult segment to mea-
sure, which leads to the third reason for what 
might be termed "VFR neglect." VFR travelers 
might be staying in commercial accommodation or 
with friends and relatives, and it can be resource 
intensive to gather adequate data to measure this. 
The "emphasis on gathering data from commercial 
accommodation houses" (King, 1996, p. 87) nec-
essarily underreports VFR travel as well. This 
contributes to VFR being underestimated and ne-
glected. 
Lack of lobbying is another cause for neglect. 
Hay (1996, 2008) highlighted this as one of the 
central problems of VFR travel: it lacks a lobbying 
group. Accommodation providers often take up 
the majority of seats on DMO boards and repre-
sent a substantial membership composition. These 
board members are likely to perceive that VFR 
travelers are not part of their customer base, so to 
date there has been no place on a board of direc-
tors of a DMO for a representative to promote 
VFR travel. The strategic direction of the market-
ing efforts will be geared towards other areas by 
those in a position to champion other causes. King 
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( 1996) takes this further by stating that there is 
actually lobbying against research into VFR 
travel. He claims that in some countries there is 
lobbying, primarily by the accommodation sector, 
against using public funds to undertake research 
in this area. 
With relatively little research into VFR travel, 
and some lobbying against it, little research has 
been undertaken to explore its economic impact. 
In fact, VFR travel tends to hold secondary status 
within tourism (Lehto, Morrison, & O'Leary, 2001). 
VFR travelers are considered to be of inconse-
quential value to a local economy; spend little and 
do little in terms of mainstream tourism activities 
(Backer, 2010b). However, the problem is one of 
perception rather than actuality, with research by 
McKercher (1994) and King (1994) highlighting 
the value of VFR travel to local economies. 
Furthermore, VFR travel is said to be less sus-
ceptible than other forms of tourism to seasonality 
issues (Aseidu, 2008; Bull, 1995; Denman, 1988; 
Hay, 1996; McKercher, 1994; Seaton & Palmer, 
1996; Seaton & Tagg, 1995; Weaver & Lawton, 
2010), and "is most likely to fall outside the con-
ventional tourism season" (Aseidu, 2008, p. 617). 
Therefore, the reduced seasonality aspect of VFR 
travel compounds its stabilizing effect on local 
economies. 
A further reason for the neglect of VFR travel 
as a segment relates to tourism textbooks. Despite 
its size, VFR travel is given, at best, a cursory 
mention in tourism textbooks (Backer, 2010a). Ex-
cept perhaps a column in a table, or a few para-
graphs at best, VFR barely makes it to the index 
of many current tourism educational books and 
does not even rate a place in the index of others. 
Tourism textbooks serving as critical reading and 
learning tools for future tourism managers, and 
serve as the basis for a teaching template in ter-
tiary education, yet VFR is regularly omitted from 
the teaching syllabus, resulting in the continuation 
of VFR travel being neglected (Backer, 2009). 
Another reason that contributes to VFR travel's 
neglected status is the issue of how to influence 
VFR travelers. It has been considered to be a form 
of tourism that happens "naturally" and that can-
not be influenced (Morrison et al., 2000, p. 110). 
However, VFR hosts are considered to hold a 
highly influential role concerning the activities 
that are undertaken by VFR travelers (Jackson, 
2003; Meis, Joyal, & Trites, 1995; McKercher, 
1995; New Zealand Tourism Board, 1986; Yuan, 
Pridgen, Hseih, & O'Leary, 1995). Tourists tend 
to rely on the advice provided by friends and rela-
tives in selecting a destination (Hu & Morrison, 
2002; Young et al., 2007). Therefore, local resi-
dents are likely to have a key role in VFR travel, 
not only in influencing the actual VFR trip, but in 
determining VFR behavior regarding local activi-
ties and attractions once they arrive. 
An eighth and final reason as to why VFR 
travel tends to be neglected is that it is not re-
garded as a "sexy" area of marketing (Backer, 
20 lOa). International marketing is often regarded 
as more high level and prestigious, and is spec· 
fied in the charters of many national tourism orga-
nizations (Backer, 2010a). It can also be said that 
"marketing to 'Aunt Betty' is not as glamorous" 
(Backer, 2010a, p. 340). 
With relatively little regard for VFR, and with 
the many assumptions regarding the behaviors of 
VFR travelers, it is not surprising so little is 
known about the characteristics and behaviors of 
this segment. Length of stay is one of those behav-
iors about which little is known. While research 
has been undertaken to consider this aspect, there 
is no consensus regarding length of stay or its in-
fluence. 
Many studies have discussed the length of stay 
of VFR travelers and the issue of relativity; that 
is, whether VFR travelers stay longer, shorter, 
the same time as other travelers has been dis-
cussed by a smaller number of studies. These stud-
ies revealed different findings. Some researchers 
claimed that VFR travelers are associated with a 
long length of stay (Bull, 1995; Lee et al. , 2005; 
MacEachern, 2007; Polak, 1993; Yuan et al., 
1995); others reported a short length of stay (Boyne, 
2001; Fache, 1994; Hay, 1996; McKercher, 1994, 
1995). 
Seaton ( 1994) found that international VFR 
travelers to the UK had a longer length of stay. 
However, he also recognized that tourism opera-
tors that deal with short-break travel will typically 
find that more than half of their market comprises 
VFR travelers (Seaton, 1994). 
While VFR travel has been associated with 
both short-break and long-stay travel, further dif-
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ferences in length of stay may be found where 
VFR is disaggregated into VF and VR trips. Based 
on an analysis of UK data, Hay (1996) found that 
VR trips (average of 3.7 nights) were longer than 
VF trips (average 2.1 nights). However, once com-
pared with the holiday segment (average of 5.5 
nights) both VF and VR trips were still compara-
tively short (Hay, 1996). 
The length of stay for VFR travelers is interest-
ing from a commercial accommodation perspec-
tive. According to Lehto et al. (2001), VFR travel-
ers staying in commercial accommodation have a 
longer length of stay than other tourists. This issue 
is important in terms of the economic impact that 
VFR travel has on a local economy. Similarly, 
Braunlich and Nadkarni (1995) found that VFR 
... :avelers staying in commercial accommodation 
exhibited significantly longer lengths of stay than 
the pleasure market. 
However, the impact of destination on length 
of stay has not been considered. The aim of this 
research is to therefore consider whether VFR 
travelers have a long or short length of stay, rela-
tive to non-VFR travelers. In order to address this 
research question, both VFR and non-VFR travel-
ers were surveyed and three different destinations 
along the eastern seaboard of Australia selected, 
in order to understand the impact that destination 
type may have on how long VFR travelers like to 
stay. 
l Method 
Quantitative research was considered the most 
appropriate for this study. As a structured data col-
lection process was required, questionnaires were 
selected based on face-to-face surveying. This was 
considered the most appropriate means of gather-
ing responses from both VFRs and non-VFRs. The 
idea of mailing out surveys was dismissed as this 
would involve inconsistent methods of capturing 
VFR travelers and non-VFR travelers . That is, 
VFR travelers would be contacted through their 
hosts' address while non-VFR travelers would 
have to be contacted through accommodation 
houses. Telephone surveys were also dismissed as 
a possibility, as they would not be an appropriate 
method to capture visitors without accessing data-
bases. 
Face-to-face street surveys were considered 
most suitable because a variety of busy locations 
can be easily identified and selected. A key advan-
tage of this method is that all completed responses 
can be collected within a relatively short period of 
time and any doubts respondents may have about 
any question can be clarified on the spot (Sekaran, 
2000). The researcher can also "motivate the re-
spondents to give frank answers" (Sekaran, 2000, 
p. 234). Street surveys were considered the best 
approach in order to have a consistent method for 
surveying all groups (VFR travelers and non-VFR 
travelers). They were also considered the best ap-
proach for reducing bias of the respondents since 
a broader range of respondents could be included. 
Sampling Zone 
Three destinations along the eastern seaboard 
of Australia were selected as sampling zones (Fig. 
2). The Sunshine Coast, located around 100 km 
north of the State of Queensland' s capital, Bris-
bane, was selected as one area to undertake this 
research. The Sunshine Coast region has a popula-
tion over 260,000 people (Australian Bureau of 
Statistics [ABS], 2008), and is the lOth largest 
population area in Australia (Sunshine Coast Aus-
tralia, 2009). It is one of Australia' s most popular 
holiday destinations (Weaver & Lawton, 2010) 
and ranks in the top 10 destination regions in Aus-
tralia for inbound visitors (Weaver & Lawton, 
2010) and in the top five regions in Australia 
ranked by expenditure (Tourism Research Austra-
lia [TRA], 2009). 
The second destination, Townsville, is located 
north of the Sunshine Coast. It has a population 
over 180,000 (ABS, 2008) and is the largest city 
in north Queensland. As it is adjacent to the center 
of the Great Barrier Reef, it is popular with tour-
ists, and also boasts large sporting events, the 
nearby Magnetic Island, and popular walking 
tracks (James Cook University [JCU], 2010). 
The third destination, Ballarat, is located in the 
state of Victoria, around an hour' s drive from the 
state capital, Melbourne. Ballarat has a population 
of around 90,000 (ABS, 2008). It has a number of 
tourist attractions, such as the Observatory and 
Ballarat Wildlife Park, but is best known for its 
open-air museum Sovereign Hill. Sovereign Hill 
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Figure 2. Map of Australia with three sampling zones. Source: adapted from Google 
Maps 2010 (http:/ /maps.google.com.au/?ie=UTF8&11=-26.863281,14 7 .612305&spn=29. 
664917 ,39.506836&z=5&pw-2) 
is a popular major attraction in Victoria, but due 
to Ballarat's proximity to Melbourne, often suffers 
from being used primarily as a day-tripper destina-
tion. Unlike Townsville and the Sunshine Coast, 
Ballarat does not have a commercial airport. 
The substantial differences in these destinations 
in terms of climate, popularity, infrastructure, and 
population provided sufficient contrast for exam-
ining the issue of length of stay for VFRs based on 
different destinations. While smaller, more remote 
destinations exist, it was considered vital from a 
resource perspective to encounter reasonable num-
bers of overnight visitors in order to collect data. 
In the Sunshine Coast, 738 visitor surveys were 
collected. Data were disaggregated into VFR and 
non-VFR based on the VFR definitional model 
(Fig. 1 ), capturing a total of 229 VFRs and 509 
non-VFRs. In Townsville, 132 surveys were col-
lected, with 64 VFR surveys and 68 non-VFR sur-
veys. In Ballarat, the total number of surveys 
collected was 254, comprising 98 VFRs and 156 
non-VFRs. 
Results 
Visitors to each of the three destinations were 
asked "How many nights are you staying?" Analy-
sis of these results enabled the assessment of the 
comparative length of stay for VFR and non-VFR 
travelers staying at each location. As the largest 
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Table 1 
Relationship Between Length of Stay for VFR 
and Non-VFR Travelers to the Sunshine Coast 
(Raw Data) 
Sunshine Coast n Mean SD Median Mode 
VFR 
Non-VFR 
227 10.3* 21 
509 7.8* 13 
*Significant at the 95% confidence level. 
5 
6 
7 
7 
sample size came from the Sunshine Coast, in-
depth statistical analysis was undertaken on those 
results to determine a plan for testing at the other 
destinations. 
Raw data indicated that VFR travelers stayed 
_lore nights than non-VFR travelers at the Sun-
shine Coast (Table 1). However, as outliers 
skewed the data and violated the assumption of 
normality, data were converted to logarithmic 
functions. A t-test of the logarithmic data to test 
for significant differences between the length of 
stay for VFR and non-VFR travelers indicated 
there was no difference at the 95% confidence 
level (Table 2). As such, length of stay (number 
of nights) was unaffected by visitor types, with 
both VFR and non-VFR travelers staying for simi-
lar durations of time. 
At Townsville, VFR travelers stayed an aver-
age of 5.4 nights, compared with non-VFR travel-
ers' 4.6 nights (Table 3). Again, due to the skewed 
~ 1ture of the data, they were converted to logarith-
mic functions and the t-test was undertaken on the 
log data. The test revealed no significant differ-
ence in length of stay (on the log data) at the 95% 
confidence level. 
In Ballarat, VFR travelers stayed an average of 
3.52 nights, compared with non-VFR travelers' 
Table 2 
Relationship Between Length of Stay for VFR 
and Non-VFR Travelers to the Sunshine Coast 
(Log Means) 
Sunshine Coast 
VFR 
Non-VFR 
n Log Mean SD SEM 
227 0.74 0.439 0.029 
509 0.73 0.336 O.Dl5 
Levene statistic = I 8.46 (p < 0.05), t(349) = 0.294 (p > 0.05). 
Table 3 
Relationship Between Length of Stay for VFR 
and Non-VFR Travelers to Townsville 
Townsville 
VFR 
Non-VFR 
ns: not significant. 
n 
64 
68 
Mean 
5.4 (ns) 
4.6 (ns) 
3.23 nights (Table 4). After converting the raw 
data to logarithmic functions to normalize the 
skew of the data, a t-test was undertaken on the 
log data. The test revealed no significant differ-
ence in length of stay (on the log data) at the 95% 
confidence level. 
As a larger sample size in the Sunshine Coast 
enabled further disaggregation of data, testing be-
tween the three VFR types based on the VFR defi-
nitional model (Fig. 1) was undertaken. The pur-
pose for this was to see if any differences in length 
of stay between the VFR types could be estab-
lished to explain the differences exhibited in the 
literature. 
Table 5 presents the mean results for the raw 
data as well as log means. Analysis of these results 
enabled the assessment of the length of stay for 
the three VFR types that were staying at the Sun-
shine Coast. There was no statistically significant 
difference for the length of stay for the different 
VFR typologies. Statistical tests were undertaken 
on the log means, as outliers in the data violated 
the rule of normality and as such the data were 
converted to logarithmic functions. A test of the 
homogeneity of variances revealed that differences 
in the length of stay across the three groups were 
not significant at the 95% confidence level. The 
ANOV A result was not significant, and individual 
post hoc tests using Tukey HSD at the 95% confi-
Table 4 
Relationship Between Length of Stay for VFR 
and Non-VFR Travelers to Ballarat 
Ballarat 
VFR 
Non-VFR 
ns: not significant. 
n 
98 
156 
Mean 
3.52 (ns) 
3.23 (ns) 
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Table 5 
Relationship Between Length of Stay and VFR Typologies (Sunshine Coast) 
Tukey HSD (Mean Difference) 
n Mean (Nights) Log Mean (Nights) SD PVFR CVFR EVFR 
PVFR 124 9.7 0.74 0.42 N/A 
CVFR 60 14.3 0.81 0.50 0.070 N/A 
EVFR 45 6.7 0.65 0.39 -o.085 -0.155 N/A 
Levene statistic= 0.626 (p > 0.05), .f(0.615) = 1.607 (p > 0.05). 
dence level revealed no statistically significant dif-
ference between any of the sets in terms of length 
of stay. 
Discussion and Conclusion 
This research has revealed that VFR and non-
VFR travelers exhibited a similar length of stay in 
the Sunshine Coast, Townsville, and Ballarat. The 
study revealed no statistically significant differ-
ence between the two groups of VFRs and non-
VFRs at the three destinations. This is in contrast 
to the findings established through the literature 
search, which had revealed different results with 
regards to VFR length of stay, with some studies 
indicating that VFRs have a longer length of stay 
to that of non-VFRs whereas others stated that 
VFRs are inclined to have shorter lengths of stay. 
This aspect of mixed findings for length of stay 
was noted by Aseidu (2008), who stated that the 
longer length of stay reported by Lee et al. (2005) 
could be associated with "the fact that a large 
number of VFR travellers stay in non-paying resi-
dences with friends and relatives, contrasting with 
non-VFR travellers who stay mainly in commer-
cial accommodations" (p. 612). 
A larger sample size in the Sunshine Coast en-
abled further disaggregated to examine the issue 
of the difference in length of stay among the three 
VFR types. CVFR travelers, who stay in commer-
cial accommodation, were found to stay longer 
than the other VFR travelers (PVFRs and EVFRs). 
However, once these data were converted to loga-
rithmic functions, the difference was not signifi-
cant. 
The data collected for this study included some 
VFR travelers who had very long lengths of stay. 
This necessarily skewed the data and violated the 
rule of normality. It is unknown whether other 
studies also experienced outliers in their data and, 
if so, how these were addressed. VFR travel may 
be more typically associated with outliers, with 
extremely long lengths of stay, compared wit( 
other forms of travel. Therefore, further research 
to explore this in other destinations would be use-
ful to "help illuminate the actual relevance of this 
variable in decision making among VFR" travelers 
(A~edu, 2008,p. 612). 
This research has contributed to the literature 
in several ways. Firstly, it has contributed to the 
body of knowledge in VFR travel, which, relative 
to the size of the segment on a global perspective, 
is small and limited. Secondly, this research has 
assisted to improve knowledge on the mixed find-
ings regarding length of stay for VFR travelers. 
Based on three different destinations, there was no 
significant difference between VFR and non-VFR 
length of stay once data were converted to log 
rithmic functions to normalize the skew and en-
able t-tests to be conducted. Thirdly, and perhaps 
more interestingly, this research highlights the im-
pact destination can have on VFR length of stay. 
The most popular destination of the three, the Sun-
shine Coast, enjoyed the longest trip duration for 
both VFR and non-VFR travelers. The destination 
with the least appeal for tourism, Ballarat, re-
vealed the shortest length of stay for both VFRs 
and non-VFRs. As such, VFR travelers stay at 
more attractive destinations longer than at less at-
tractive destinations, but not at any significantly 
different level to non-VFRs. If, indeed, VFR travel 
is purely about visiting friends and relatives, then 
the attractiveness of the destination should have 
no influence. However, VFRs seem to want to stay 
longer when the destination is attractive. There-
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fore, it seems that VFRs can be influenced not 
only by their hosts, but by where the hosts reside. 
Further investigation into the host-destination re-
lationship would add greatly to knowledge in this 
important and sizable tourism segment. 
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